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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is responsive to the Election/Restriction filed on 3/26/2008. 
Applicant elected species II, claims 14-21, 30-34 and 42-46 with traverse in page 2 of Remark is 
acknowledged. Species I and III- VI, claims 2-8, 11-13, 22-29, 35-41 and 47-53 are withdrawn 
from further consideration by the Examiner, 37 CFR 1.142(b) as being drawn to a non-elected. 
Claims 1, 9 and 10 are generic. Therefore, claims 1,9, 10, 14-21, 30-34 and 42-46 are present 
for examination and these claims are rejected. 

Election/Restrictions 

2. Applicant argues that, in view of MPEP 808.02, no serious burden will be imposed on the 
examiner because the identified groups of I to VI of applicant's claims do not recite mutually 
exclusive characteristics of species. However, the examiner disagrees with this argument. When 
applicant presents species claims to more than one patentably distinct species of the inventions, it 
puts a serious burden on the examiner since the examiner should employ different search queries 
in finding prior art pertinent to those patentably distinct inventions. Each of the inventions I- VI 
recites the limitations not cited in the other invention. The different limitations make the 
inventions patentably distinct from one another and the fact that the search for different species 
overlaps does not necessarily eliminate a serious burden in examining different species. It 
should be noted that a search and examination of any one of the patentably distinct invention 
groups would not necessarily encompass the search and examination of the remaining groups 
because the each of the invention groups requires different requirement from others, and a search 
and examination of an entire application having patentably distinct invention groups would be a 
serious burden on the examiner. 
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In response to applicant's argument regarding MPEP 803 and 808.02, it was not found 
persuasive because the Election of Species requirement issued on 3/26/2006 is based on the fact 
the claimed invention has patentably distinct species, not the criteria under MPEP 803 and 
808.02. The examiner has fulfilled the requirement for preparation of a requirement for species 
as specifically set forth in MPEP 809.02. Should applicant traverse on the ground that the 
species are not patentably distinct , applicant should submit evidence or identify such evidence 
now of record showing the species to be obvious variants or clearly admit on the record that this 
is the case. In either instance, if the examiner finds one of the species unpatentable over the prior 
art, the evidence or admission may be used in a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) of the other 
species. 

Applicant argues that, in view of 37 CFR 1.142 (a), there would be no serious burden for 
the examiner to search and examine all of the claims in Groups I, II and V since these claims are 
already examined and finally rejected and appealed. However, the examiner disagrees with this 
argument. It should be noted that, in view of the convincing arguments set forth in the appeal 
brief filed on 12/12/2007, prosecution was reopened and the finality of the office action (mailed 
on 7/12/2007) was withdrawn. Since the examiner is now required to perform a new search and 
examination in finding new prior art, it puts a serious burden on the examiner on examining 
additional species. Accordingly, the argument that the requirement is traversed on the basis that 
a search and examination of some claims has already been performed is ineffective and 
irrelevant. 

Therefore, the requirement is still deemed proper and is therefore made Final. The non- 
elected claims should be canceled in view of expediting the prosecution. 
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Specification 

3. The lengthy specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to determine the 
presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is requested in correcting any 
errors of which applicant may become aware in the specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application tiled under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1, 14-20, 30-33 and 42-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,829,617 issued to Sawdon et al. (hereinafter Sawdon). 

Regarding claim 1, Sawdon discloses a file server comprising: 

A) . storage containing a file system, as a data storage system (Sawdon: col. 1, Ins. 
50-59); and 

B) . a processor coupled to the storage for accessing the file system, as a backup 
file systems within a single processor with snapshot datasets (Sawdon: col. 20, Ins. 11-31); 

C) . wherein the file system includes a production file, read-only snapshot copies 
of the production file, and at least one read-write snapshot copy of the production file, as a 

read-only and a read/write access to a production data set (Sawdon: col. 17, Ins. 18-23; col. 19, 
Ins. 55-col. 20, Ins. 3); 
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D). wherein the production file and the snapshot copies of the production file are 
organized as a version set; the version set including an inode for the production file and an 
inode for each snapshot copy of the production file, and a set of file blocks including data 
blocks and indirect blocks that are shared among the production file and the snapshot 
copies of the production file, as an example of updating data blocks with the directory 
information (Sawdon: col. 11, Ins. 64-col. 12, Ins. 24). 

Regarding claim 14, Sawdon discloses the file server which is programmed to maintain 
for each block in each read-only snapshot copy of the production file an indication of whether or 
not said each snapshot copy of the production file is an oldest snapshot copy of the production 
file including an identical version of said each block (Sawdon: col. 14, Ins. 63-col. 15, Ins. 21; 
fig 6B). 

Regarding claim 15, Sawdon discloses the file server wherein the inodes in the version 
set include pointer fields, and wherein each pointer field includes a pointer to a block in the 
version set and a flag for indicating whether or not the version of the production file of the inode 
is an oldest snapshot copy of the production file including an identical version of the block 
pointed to by the pointer in said each pointer field (Sawdon: col. 7, Ins. 17-30; col. 21, Ins. 9-18; 
fig. 2B). 



Regarding claim 16, Sawdon discloses the file server wherein each inode of each read- 
only snapshot copy of the production file is linked to a hierarchy of blocks included in said each 
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read-only snapshot copy of the production file (Sawdon: col. 17, Ins. 18-23), the inode of said 
each read-only snapshot copy of the production file includes an indication of whether or not said 
each read-only snapshot copy of the production file is an oldest read-only snapshot copy of the 
production file including an identical version of each block that is a child of said each inode in 
the hierarchy of blocks included in said each read-only snapshot copy of the production file 
(Sawdon: col. 25, Ins. 32-49), and when said each read-only snapshot copy of the production file 
is not an oldest read-only snapshot copy of the production file including an identical version of 
said each block that is a child of said each inode in the hierarchy the of blocks, then said each 
read-only snapshot copy of the production file is not an oldest read-only snapshot copy of the 
production file including an identical version of each descendant of said each block that is a child 
of said each inode in the hierarchy of the blocks (Sawdon: col. 14, Ins. 63-col. 15, Ins. 21; col. 
27, Ins. 1-26). 

Regarding claim 17, Sawdon discloses the file server which is programmed to delete a 
read-only snapshot copy of the production file, and when deleting the read-only snapshot copy of 
the production file, to keep each block for which the read-only snapshot copy is not indicated as 
being an oldest snapshot copy of the production file including an identical version of said each 
block (Sawdon: col. 17, Ins. 18-38; col. 25, Ins. 17-30). 

Regarding claims 18, 31 and 43, Sawdon discloses the file server wherein each inode of 
each read-only snapshot copy of the production file is linked to a hierarchy of blocks included in 
said each read-only snapshot copy of the production file, and wherein the file server is further 
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programmed to keep all descendants of said each block for which the read-only snapshot copy is 
not indicated as being an oldest snapshot copy of the production file including an identical 
version of said each block (Sawdon: col. 17, Ins. 18-23; col. 25, Ins. 32-49; col. 27, Ins. 1-26). 

Regarding claims 19, 32 and 44, Sawdon discloses the file server which is programmed 
to delete a read-only snapshot copy of the production file, and when deleting the read-only 
snapshot copy of the production file, to keep each block for which the read-only snapshot copy 
of the production file is indicated as being an oldest snapshot copy of the production file 
including an identical version of said each block and a next-most recent version of the 
production file is indicated as not being an oldest snapshot copy of the production file including 
an identical version of said each block (Sawdon: col. 17, Ins. 18-23; col. 25, Ins. 17-30 & 50-67). 

Regarding claims 20, 33 and 45, Sawdon discloses the file server which is further 
programmed, upon deleting the read-only snapshot copy of the production file, to indicate that 
the next-most recent snapshot copy of the production file has become an oldest snapshot copy of 
the production file including an identical version of said each block for which the read-only 
snapshot copy of the production file is indicated as being an oldest snapshot copy of the 
production file including an identical version of said each block and a next-most recent snapshot 
copy of the production file is indicated as not being an oldest snapshot copy of the production 
file including an identical version of said each block (Sawdon: col. 17, Ins. 18-23; col. 26, Ins. 1- 
23). 
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Regarding claims 30 and 42, Sawdon discloses a file server comprising: 

A) . storage containing a file system, as a data storage system (Sawdon: col. 1, Ins. 
50-59), and 

B) . a processor coupled to the storage for accessing the file system, as a backup 
file system within a single processor with snapshot datasets (Sawdon: col. 20, Ins. 11-31); 

C) . wherein the file system includes a production file, and read-only snapshot 
copies of the production file, as a read-only and a read/write access to a production data set 
(Sawdon: col. 17, Ins. 18-23; col. 19, Ins. 55-col. 20, Ins. 3); 

D) . wherein the production fde and the read-only snapshot copies of the 
production file are organized as a version set; the version set including an inode for the 
production file, an inode for each read-only snapshot copy of the production file, and a set 
of file blocks including data blocks and indirect blocks that are shared among the 
production file and the read-only snapshot copies of the production file, as an example of 
updating data blocks with the directory information (Sawdon: col. 11, Ins. 64-col. 12, Ins. 24); 

E) . wherein the file server is programmed to maintain for each block in each 
snapshot copy of the production file an indication of whether or not said each snapshot 
copy of the production file is an oldest snapshot copy of the production file including an 
identical version of said each block, as an example of timeline on each snapshot (Sawdon: col. 
14, Ins. 63-col. 15, Ins. 21; fig 6B); and 

F) . wherein the file server is programmed to delete a read-only snapshot copy of 
the production file, and when deleting the read-only snapshot copy of the production file, to 
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keep each block for which the read-only snapshot copy is not indicated as being an oldest 
snapshot copy of the production file including an identical version of said each block, as the 

read only snapshots with timeline reference (Sawdon: col. 17, Ins. 18-38; col. 17, Ins. 59- col. 18, 
Ins. 6; col. 25, Ins. 17-30). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art lo which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sawdon 
as applied to claims 1, 14-20, 30-33 and 42-45 above, in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,462,263 
issued to Matsumoto et al. (hereinafter Matsumoto). 

Regarding claim 9, Sawdon discloses the file server wherein the file server is 
programmed for parsing path names through the version set to locate the nodes in the version set, 
each path name including a name for the production file, and each path name for a snapshot copy 
of the production file includes the name for the production file followed by a symbol followed by 
a name for the snapshot copy of the production file (Sawdon: col. 26, Ins. 55-67; col. 27, Ins. 1- 
26). 

Sawdon does not explicitly disclose the use of a delimiter symbol. 
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However, Matsumoto discloses the use of a delimiter symbol (Matsumoto: col. 3, Ins. 6- 
19; fig. 3). 

It would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the teachings of Sawdon with the teachings of Matsumoto to use a delimiter 
symbol when dividing plurality of characters in a directory path to enhance the file server system 
(Matsumoto: col. 1, Ins. 6-12 & col. 2, Ins. 1-14). 

Regarding claim 10, Sawdon and Matsumoto disclose the file server wherein each path 
name for a read-write snapshot copy of the production file includes the name for the production 
file followed by a delimiter symbol followed by a name for a read-only snapshot copy of the 
production file followed by a delimiter symbol followed by a name for the read-write snapshot 
copy of the production file (Sawdon: col. 17, Ins. 18-38; col. 27, Ins. 1-49) and (Matsumoto: col. 
3, Ins. 6-19; fig. 3) 

8. Claims 21, 34 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sawdon as applied to claims 1, 14-20, 30-33 and 42-45 above, in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,434,681 issued to Armangau et al. (hereinafter Armangau). 

Regarding claims 21, 34 and 46, Sawdon discloses the file server which is programmed 
to delete a read-only snapshot copy of the production file by deallocating each block for which 
the read-only snapshot copy is indicated as an oldest read-only snapshot copy of the production 
file including an identical version of said each block and a next most recent read-only snapshot 
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copy of the production file is also indicated as an oldest read-only snapshot copy of the 
production file including an identical version of a block corresponding to said each block, 
wherein said each block and the block corresponding to said each block are mapped to the same 
logical file addresses (Sawdon: col. 16, Ins. 63-col. 17, Ins. 28). 

Sawdon doesn't explicitly disclose the method of deallocating each block. 

However, Armangau discloses the deallocating each block (Armangau: col. 17, Ins. 18- 

39). 

It would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the teachings of Sawdon with the teachings of Armangau to utilize a 
deallocation method to enhance the file server system (Armangau: col. 1, Ins. 6-23). 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) 
of rejection. 

Conclusion 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MONICA M. PYO whose telephone number is (571)272-8192. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon & Thur 7:00 - 3:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Apu Mofiz can be reached on 571-272-4080. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Monica M Pyo 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2161 

mpyo 



/Apu M Mofiz/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2161 



